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ABSTRACT




The purpose of this study was to analyze the principals'
effectiveness utilizing the Principals Effectiveness Instrument. This
study focuses on an effort to determine whether differences exist between
teachers' and superintendents' perception of an effective elementary
school principal.
The sample was composed of twelve (12) Atlanta and twelve (12)
DeKalb County elementary schools randomly selected from the total
number of elementary schools in Atlanta and DeKalb County. All of the
superintendents in Atlanta and DeKalb County were included in this study.
This number included seven hundred twenty-three (723) teachers and thirty
one (31) superintendents. Sixteen (16) superintendents were from DeKalb
County and fifteen (15) superintendents were from Atlanta School System.
A total of four hundred seventy-nine (479) teachers and twenty-one (21)
superintendents participated in this study during the 1983-84 school
year. It was felt that this population provided viable sample through
which to analyze teachers' and superintendents' perception of principals
effectiveness.
The Principals Effectiveness Instrument was used to collect the data
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for this study. A total of thirty (30) items were utilized in this
questionnaire. Fifteen (15) of the items were concerned with "task",
such as:
1. "Regularly reviews lesson plans and discusses them with the
teachers".
2. "Supervises and evaluates the instructional program".
3. "Checks to see that teachers assign homework".
4. "Observes classroom instruction on a regular bases".
Fifteen (15) of the items were concerned with "consideration for
teachers", such as:
1. "Makes himself available to staff for discussion of personal
and professional problems".
2. " Shares decision-making with staff on key policy and program
issues".
3. "Demonstrates respect for the opinions of others".
4. "Serves as a wholesome mediator for resolving interpersonal
conflicts involving staff, students, and/or parents when
necessary".
The items were obtained from responses received from interviewing
elementary school teachers, elementary school principals and super¬
intendents .
The findings indicated that:
1. There was no significant difference in the teachers and super¬
intendents' perecption of an effective principal in the select¬
ed dimensions.
2. There was not a significant difference between the teachers' and
superintendents' opinions of the principals' "concern for teachers".
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3. Superintendents felt that principals should understand that
"getting the job done" and being "concerned for teachers" are
very important.
4. Teachers rated principals "concern for teachers" more important
or higher than principals' "concern for getting the job done".
5. The difference in the teachers individual perception of the
principals' effectiveness may be related to their age, sex,
experience or formal training.
6. Teachers rated "supervision of teachers" as least important of
the items listed.
7. Teachers and superintendents rated "assignment of homework" as
least important of all the items listed.
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The purpose of this study was to analyze the superintendents' and teachers'
perception of principals' effectiveness utilizing the Principals Effectiveness
Instrument. It was anticipated that this study would:
1. Examine and compare the perception of superintendents and teachers of
Atlanta and DeKalb County schools regarding desired behavior of prin¬
cipal s.
2. Provide superintendents with a guide for identifying and selecting
effective principals.
3. Provide data regarding desired behavior for principals.
4. Help strengthen the principals in the existing schools.
Researchers who have investigated the behavior associated with leadership
typically end up with two major dimensions or categories: one set of behaviors
related to task; and one set of behaviors related to a concern for people.
One of the best and earliest definitive studies in leadership was con¬
ducted at Ohio State University where the Leader Behavior Descriptions Ques¬
tionnaire (LBDQ) was devised. The LBDQ measured two important characteristics
of leadership behavior: (1) Initiating Structure; and (2) Consideration.
Initiating Structure includes leader behavior that separates the relationship
between the leader and the subordinates while establishing channels of com¬
munication and methods of procedure. Consideration indicated patterns of
behavior in leaders, i.e., interest, respect among subordinates, friendship
and trust. Halpin (1956) has concluded that effective leader behavior tends
to be associated with high performance in initiation and consideration, as
measured by the LBDQ.
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The University of Michigan Survey Research Center in their studies on
leadership behavior in industrial organizations identified two distinct styles
of leadership: (1) production-oriented with emphasis on the task to be ac¬
complished; and (2) employee-centered leader delegates decision-making by
creating a supportive work environment. The latter was intrinsically concerned
with subordinate's personal growth and achievement. The laboratory of Social
Relations at Howard University proposed in their studies of leadership that in
small task groups, two leadership roles usually are evident: (1) Task leader-
keeps the group working toward task accomplishment; and (2) Social leader-
stresses individual worth and contribution of the group members. Thus,
the Harvard, Ohio State, and Michigan studies similarly conclude that two
leaders emerge from social group organizations.
JUSTIFICATION OF STUDY
The public schools in 1983 received more unfavorable criticism than they
had received during any of the past twenty years. Taxpayers' resistance to
financing the public schools is greater at this writing than anytime since the
Great Depression in the 1930's. A great increase in sexual activity of teen-
aged students, racial conflicts and an increase in teenage crime have created
additional problems for the public schools. While the public schools and
their leaders did not cause these problems, they are sometimes blamed for
them.
The role of the school principal continues to receive attention. More
effective leadership is not only desirable, but necessary if schools are to
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survive and provide those learning experiences students must have for their
survival. It is apparent that professioanl growth of teachers and the over¬
all improvement of education can be enhanced by dynamic educational leadership.
The principal plays a dual role as mid-level administrator. He assumes
the role of an agent who conforms to the norms and values of his district and
system superintendent. Usually he is rated on the basis of: (1) how well he
serves his superintendent, and (2) the extent to which he shows concern for
his staff. Gibb (1969) calls this conflict "the essential dilemma of leader¬
ship in a democracy".
Manasse (1982) stated that principals are the key to success in the
schools. Yet, few studies provide any real clues about what effective prin¬
cipals do or what it is that differentiate them from their less successful
colleagues.
Natemeyer (1978) asked this question: "What is it that makes a person
an effective leader?" He stated that we take for granted that good leadership
is essential to business, to government, to all the groups and organizations
that shape the way we live, work and play. We spend at least several billions
of dollars a year on leadership development and executive recruitment in the
United States. Leaders are paid ten, twenty, thirty times the salary of ordi¬
nary workers. Thousands of books and articles on leadership have been publish¬
ed. Yet, we still know relatively little about the factors that determine a
leader's success or failure.
4
There exist a wide range of opinions of and research on what leadership
really is and how it can be judged effectively. Leadership is one of those
perplexing terms that is easy to use, yet difficult to define in any universal¬
ly acceptable manner. Further, there is a need for reliable and practical
procedures through which educational administrators can be identified, screen¬
ed and selected using the criteria of leadership.
BACKGROUND THEORETICAL CONCEPTS
In the early 1900's one of the most widely read theorist on administra¬
tion was Frederick Winslow Taylor. The basis for his scientific maaagement
approach was to maximize the contributions workers make to the organization.
Taylor held the view that man's productive effort was in response to the
desire for economic gain. In order to make economic gain, man sacrifice
satisfaction and endure discomfort. Each step of the manufacturing process
was analyzed to cut waste and inefficiency. These analyses resulted in pre¬
scriptions for what appeared to be better management and more effective
structure.
HUMAN RELATION THEORY
Barnard (1838) was one of the first to encourage a management concern
for the individual. He looked at the possibilities and advantages of co¬
operative effort between the organization and the individual. He was also
one of the first to see the organization as a system and to advocate to other
managers the promotion of co-operation in an attempt to maximize the opera¬
tion of the organization and the control of the subsystem. Though his system's
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viev; was somewhat less sophisticated than that of modern theorists, he along
with the emerging social scientists, laid the groundwork for a distinct move
away from the purely scientific management theory of organization behavior.
Roethliseberger and Dickson (1939) attempted to do a simple study in the
Hawthorne plant of Western Electric in 1927. The events that transpired were
the beginning of the human relationists movement in management.
They showed that human motivation was a complex affair that could only
be understood by behaviorally slanted investigations.
STYLES OF LEADERSHIP
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) explained that the authoritarian style of
leader behavior is often based on the assumption that the power of leaders
is derived from the position they occupy and that people are lazy and unre¬
liable (Theory X). The democratic style assumes that the power of leaders
is granted by the group they are to lead and that people can be basically self-
directed and creative at work if properly motivated (Theory Y). As a result,
in the authoritarian style, all policies are determined by the leaders. In
the democratic style, policies are open for group discussion and decision.
During the 1970's House proposed a contingency approach called the Path-
Goal Theory. House feels that leaders enhance the psychological states of
subordinates by arousing them to perform and achieve satisfaction from the job
to be done. Thus the contingency theories do not seek to identify character¬
istics of leaders that are classified as universal but deal primarily with situ¬
ational factors facing leaders. The Contingency Model of Fielder and House's
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Path-Goal Theory have at least one major difference: Fielder measures effect¬
iveness in terms of the extent that tasks are accomplished by the group. House
measures leadership effectiveness in terms of the psychological states of the
subordinates.
MANAGEMENT THEORY
McGregor (1960) is noted for his Theory X - Theory Y concept of management.
Theory X assumes that people are basically lazy and need to be prodded. Theory
Y, on the other hand, supposes that people are self-motivated and need little
supervision. McGregor does not actually advocate one or the other, but sug¬
gests that both be taken into consideration. He advances the notion of "self¬
filling prophecy" i.e. what is expected is usually the result in regard to
human being.
The Managerial Grid Theory
Blake and Mouton (1972) stated that the "grid approach" was an attempt to
avoid the extreme "either/or" styles of leadership, such as either scientific
management or human relations, production-centered or people-centered, and even
Theory X, or Theory Y by showing the possibilities for various blends of leader¬
ship styles. This grid of alternatives reflects two dimensions, "concern for
people" on the vertical axis and "concern for production" on the horizontal
axis. Each axis is expressed in terms of a nine-point scale with the number 1
representing minimum concern and the number 9 standing for maximum concern.
Theory of Needs
Maslow (1954) developed a hierarchy of needs model which is useful for
determining which organization model is more useful for educational organi¬
zations. His hierarchy of needs is (1) self-actualization, (2) esteem, (3)
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belonging and love, (4) safety and security, and (5) physiology. Porter (1961)
later modified Maslow's model by inserting "autonomy needs" between self-
actualization and esteem.
Motivation Hygience Theory
Herzberg (1959) set forth a "motivation Hygience" designed to discover the
importance of attitudes toward work experience, both good and bad, which
workers reported. In analyzing the data, it was concluded that people
responded in such a manner as to isolate two different kinds of needs which
appeared to be independent. When people reported unhappiness and job dis¬
satisfaction, they attributed this to their job environment of the job
context. When people reported happiness or satisfaction, they attributed
this good feeling to work itself, or to the job center. Herzberg called the
factors which were identified in the job context "hygiene" factors for they
act in manner analogous to the principal of medical hygiene. Hygiene operates
to remove health hazards from the environment of man. The hygiene factors
included "supervision, interpersonal relations, physical working conditions,
salaries, company policies, administrative, benefits and job security."
The factors that lead to positive attitudes, satisfaction and motivation
were called the "motivators or those things in work itself which satisfied the
individual's needs for self-actualization." The motivators were such factors
as achievement, recognition for accomplishment, challenging work, increased
job responsibility, and opportunities for growth and development.
Role Conflict Theory
Getzels and Guba (1955) studied the demands made upon teachers by the
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community. A role conflict instrument was developed and five conclusions
were formulated: (1) teacher role is defined in terms of professional ex¬
pectations and community expectations; (2) teaching situation is character¬
ized by role conflict; (3) role conflicts related to differences among
schools and communities; (4) resulting teacher frustration and institutional
ineffectiveness; and (5) reactions by teachers related to personal character¬
istics.
Bureaucracy Theory
Max Weber (1947) explained that the best way to control human behavior
was through the principals of the bureaucracy. The bureaucratic concept of
organization and administration is defined as a pyramidal, hierachical organ¬
izational structure, in which all power for making decisions flows from super¬
ordinates to subordinates. He feels that the bureaucratic type of administra¬
tive organization is capable of attaining the highest degree of efficiency and
is in this sense formally the most rational known means of carrying out impera¬
tive control over human beings.
Lipman (1981) found that strong leadership is the key to the success of
a school. The single most important factor in determining the success or
failure of a school is the ability of the principal to lead the staff in
planning, implementing, and evaluating improvement in the school's curricular,
co-curricular, and extra-curricular program. Studies show that principals of
effective schools:
(1) Are committed to instructional improvement.
(2) Show strong knowledge of and participation in classroom instruc¬
tional activities.
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(3) Monitor the effective use of classroom time.
(4) Have positive attitudes toward their staff and students.
Caweltri (1980) stated that research evidence on the effects of school¬
ing continues to demonstrate that schools with effective leadership produce
more learning than other schools. Today's principals must possess skills in
the areas of curriculum development, clinical supervision, staff development,
and teacher evaluation.
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This study was intended to investigate the relationship that exists be¬
tween the ratings of teachers and superintendents on the principals' effec-
iveness utilizing the Principals Effectiveness Questionnaire. It is proposed
that variations in the ratings could be related to factors such as sex, age,
formal training and experience of teachers and superintendents.
VARIABLES




Teachers differ among themselves in many ways. They vary in personality
needs, the way they respond to instruction on task and the way they work in
a total group as well as a sub-group. Some teachers prefer the pedagogical
approach. They may be strict in values but have a need to be told what to do
If such is manifested then teachers in this category probably could not per¬
ceive the principal as an autocratic person or a controlling factor.
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Research indicates that female teachers prefer rules because rules state
precisely the amount of work that is required. On the other hand, male
teachers expect some autonomy in their work. Some feel, however, that the
male teacher might be able to cope better with high demand on task.
Qualification or preparation might also make a differnece in the
teacher's perception of the leadership behavior of principals. If there are
teachers on a faculty who are highly qualified, then according to Mersey and
Blanchard (1977) they are mature, on the task, and should be allowed autonomy.
But if a principal has teachers who are less qualified, these teachers might
be expecting the principal to direct their task. In such a case the less
qualified might see the same principal as authoritarian.
Mersey and Blanchard (1977) developed the theory that the maturity level
of the followers was the most important factors to be considered by a leader
when determining his leader's behavior toward followers. Now in that vein,
if a teacher was not on task, the principal could be directive and tell him/
her what to do; but if the teacher was mature, then the princiapl could allow
the teacher autonomy over the task.
It is viewed that the social background of the teacher such as prepara¬
tion, maturity or value could influence how a principal behaves. This being
the case - a teacher of high qualification and one that is less qualified in
the same school might perceive the princiapl's behavior toward them different¬
ly.
The literature indicated that the principal is the key to the success of
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the school. His effectiveness is judged by his/her ability to meet the needs
of the teachers while taking necessary steps to accomplish the goals of the
school. The basic foundation for this theoretical framework is the trans¬
actual leadership model suggested by Getzel, Guba and Moser (1957).
Moser (1957) identified three leadership styles for princiapls; (1)
nomothetic, (2) idiographic and (3) transactional. Nomothetic emphasizes the
demands of the organization. Idiographic emphasizes needs of the individual.
Transactual attempts to negotiate a course between the two extremes - at times
nomothetic, at times idiographic. The transactional leader is high on both
initiating structure and consideration.
HYPOTHESES
1. Teachers will rate principals high on task oriented items and low
on consideration items.
2. Superintendents will rate principals high on both task and con¬
sideration items.
3. There will be a significant difference in the teachers' and
superintendents' rating of an effective principal as measured by
the Principals Effectiveness Instrument.
4. Differences in the individual teacher's perception of principals
as measured by the PEI will be related to their sex, age, quali¬
fication and experience.
ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITATIONS
a. It was assumed that the teachers and superintendents will be proper¬
ly selected and that they v/ill respond frankly, truthfully and with¬
out bias.
b. The subject was drawn from a selected group of teachers and superin¬
tendents in the Atlanta and DeKalb County schools.
c. The study is limited by the degree of accuracy of perceptions of
participants as indicated by the responses in the sample.
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d. The findings of the study will be restricted to the variable measured
and the sample selected.
e. Analysis of the data will be restricted to the stated hypotheses.
Definitions
Consideration - Inclined to treat teachers humanly - do a little extra for
them in human terms (The principal helps teachers solve
personal problems - The principal does personal favors for
teachers).
Effectiveness - The extent to which an individual choose the proper goals
and achieve them efficiently within the constraints of
limited resources.
Follower - Refers to a person who, by choice, assignment or fate,
becomes attached to another individual or his opinions
in the role of an attendant, or dependent associates
Leadership - The process of influencing the activities of others
toward the accomplishment of organizational goals.
Perception - A process involving judgement observation and/or
descrimi nation.
Principal Is the administrative head of the school.
Teacher - Refers to a certified person assigned to a school sub¬
ordinate to the principal for the purpose of conducting
teaching and other duties as determined by the principal.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The literature is reviewed under the following areas:
1. Humanistic Approach of the Leader
2. Leadership Qualities of the Principal
3. Leadership and Other Variables
Humanistic Approach of the Leader
Barnard (1938) was one of the first to encourage management concern for the
individual. He felt that the managerial task was to specialize the work of the
organization. This consisted of three principles:
1. The executive must maintain organizational communication by defining
positions, by helping to establish informal lines of communication so
that formal channels of communication are seldom used.
2. The manager must secure essential services from employees by maintain¬
ing morale through incentives, controls, supervision, training educa¬
tion .
3. The manager must formulate the purpose and objectives of the organiza¬
tion and push these down to the organization's lowest levels.
Past writers have felt that concern for task tends to be represented by
authoritarian leaders influenced their followers by either of two ways: (1)
they can tell their followers what to do and how to do it, or (2) they can
share the leadership responsibilities with their followers by involving them
in the planning and execution of the task concerns. The latter is the more
nondirective style which stresses the concern for human relationship.
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) explained: "The difference in the two styles
of leader behavior is based on the assumption leaders make about the source of
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their power, authority and human nature.
The authoritarian style of leader behavior is often based on the assump¬
tion that the power of leaders is derived from the position they occupy and
that people are inately lazy and unreliable (Theory X). The democratic style
assumes that the power of a leader is granted by the group and the people can
be basically self-directed and creative at work if properly motivated
(Theory Y). As a result, in the authoritarian style, all policies are de¬
termined by the leader; in the democratic style, policies are open for group
discussion.
According to Argyris, the basic properties of the formal organization
was to keep individuals immature and mediate against self-actualization.
Criticizing Taylor and other organizational formalist, he found three basic
properties of the formal organization to be the seat of the problem: first,
the specialization of labor limits individual initiative, chokes off self-
expression, and requires an individual to use only a few of his abilities.
It inhibits self-actualization and provides expression for only a few, shallow,
skin-surface abilities that do not provide the endless challenges desired by
the healthy personality. Secondly, the chain of command assumes that efficien¬
cy is a result of arranging the parts so that power and authority are lodged
at the top and so that through a definite heirachy of authority at the top can
control the bottom of the organization. The impact of that is to make the
individual dependent upon the passive toward the leader . The individual has
little control over his working environment. He develops a short time perspec¬
tive, and is made dependent by the incentive and control system. Thirdly, the
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unity-of-direction principle means that the path toward the goal is directed
and controlled by the leader.
Problems develop when these work goals do not involve the employee, when
he is not allowed to aspire to use more of his abilities, and when he is not
allowed to define his own goals in terms of his inner needs.
In The Human Side of Enterprise, McGregor (1960) made a significant shift
in his ideas from the human relations pliilosophy to the new-humanism. He
challenged the "classical principles of organization" as being unrelated to
the modern influence of the political, social and economic milieu; and as
being based on erroneous assumptions about human behavior.
McGregor felt that managerial assumptions about human nature and human
behavior were all important in determining the manager's style of operation.
Based upon his assumptions about the nature of man, the manager could organize,
lead, control, and motivate people in different ways. If the manager accepted
one set of assumptions, he would tend to manage one way, or if he held another
set, he would tend to manage one way, or if held another set, he would manage
another way. The first set of assumptions McGregor examined was Theory X,
which was to represent the "traditional view of direction and control."
Theory X assumptions were:
1. The average human being has an inherent dislike of work and will
avoid it if he can ...
2. Because of this human characteristic of dislike of work, most people
must be coerced, controlled, directed, threatened with punishment to
get them to put forth adequate effort toward the achievement or orga¬
nizational objectives.
163.The average human being prefers to be directed, wishes to avoid
responsibilities, has relatively little ambition, and wants security
above all.
Theory Y assumptions were:
1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work is as natural
as play or rest. The average human being does not inherently dislike
work . . .
2. External control and the threat of punishment are not the only means
for bringing about effort toward organizational objectives. Man will
exercise self-direction and self-control in the service of objectives
to which he is committed.
3. Commitment to objectives is a function of the rewards associated with
their achievement. The most significant of such rewards, i.e., the
satisfaction of ego and self-actualization needs, can be direct
products of effort directed toward organizational objectives.
4. The average human being learns, under proper conditions, not only to
accept but to seek responsibility. Avoidance of responsibility, lack
of ambition, and emphasis on security are generally consequences of
experience, not inherent human characteristics.
5. The capacity to exercise a relatively high degree of imagination,
ingenuity, and creativity, in the solution of the problem is widely,
not narrowly distributed in the population.
6. Under the conditions of modern industrial life, the intellectual
potentialities of the average human being are only partially
uti1ized.
Under Theory Y, it was the essential task of management to unlash man's
potential so that he would achieve his goals by directing his efforts toward
those of organization. It was "management of objectives" in the traditional
sense but the motivation came from the commitment of the people to the ob¬
jectives of the organization. Managers who accepted the Y image of human
nature would not structure, control, or closely supervise the work environ¬
ment. Instead, they would attempt to aid the motivation of subordinates by
giving them wide latitude in their work, encouraging creativity, using less
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external control, encouraging self-control, and motivation through the satis¬
faction which came from the challenge of work itself. The use of the author¬
ity of external control by management would be replaced by getting people
committed to organizational goals because they perceived that was the best
way to achieve their own goals.
A high degree of consonance with Argyris and McGregor about why people
work was put forth by Frederick Herzberg and his associates. Based on exten¬
sive empirical investigation, Herzberg set forth a "motivation hygience"
theory of motivation which received both widespread support and many criti-
cisms. The research was designed to discover the importance of attitudes
toward work experience, both good and bad, which workers reported. In analyz¬
ing the data, it was concluded that people responded in such a manner as to
isolate two different kinds of needs which appeared to be independent.
When people reported unhappiness and job dissatisfaction, they attributed
this to their job environment or the job context. When people reported hap¬
piness or satisfaction they attributed this good feeling to work itself,
or to the job content.
Herzberg (1959) called the factors which were identified in the job
context "hygiene" factors for they act in a manner analogous to the prin¬
ciple of medical hygiene. Hygiene operates to remove health hazards from
the environment of man. It is not curative; it is rather a preventative.
The hygiene factors included "supervision," interpersonal relations, phy¬
sical working conditions, salaries, company policies, and administrative
practices, benefits and job security.
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When these factors deteriorated below what the worker considered an
acceptable level, job dissatisfaction was the result. However, when the
job context was considered optimal by the worker, dissatisfaction was re¬
moved; but this did not lead to positive attitudes but to some sort of a
neutral state of neither satisfaction, nor dissatisfaction.
Strauss (1963) also has questioned the "personality versus the orga¬
nization" hypothesis by suggesting that the stated needs for self-actuali¬
zation reflect the strong value judgments of professionals, (i.e.. Pro¬
fessors Argyris, McGregor, and Herberg) and do not necessarily apply to all
segments of the population. According to Strauss, the self-actualizers
neglect economic motivation, assume that all people want to be independent
and creative, and therefore, err by concluding that the job should be the
primary mode of need satisfaction from everyone "as it is for professors."
It appears that Strauss and Dubin would argue for flexible leadership
styles and for giving opportunities for self-actualization outweighed the
gains, or when people did not desire to make work their central life interest,
self-actualization would not be appropriate as motivational device.
Likert (1981) and his colleagues of the Institute for Social Research
at the University of Michigan emphasized the need to consider both human
resources and capital resources as assets requiring proper management.
B. LEADERSHIP QUALITIES OF THE PRINCIPAL
Many efforts have been made to identify the characteristics of success¬
ful and effective principals. The task of identifying effective qualities
and effective leadership is crucial to public education.
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Early investigations of educational leadership behavior dimensions
attempted to identify common behavioral characteristics of leaders. These
studies scrutinized certain variables that were supposedly evaluative.
Examples are the "authoritarian", "laissez-faire", and "democratic" styles
discussed in the classic Lewin, Lippitt and White Study. (1934)
Lipman (1981) observes that the principal is a pivotal figure in the
school and determines the quality of teacher performance and students achieve¬
ment. He stated that the principal is the key factor in the success of the
school .
Cotton (1980) stated that several major studies of educational innova¬
tion conducted in the sixities and seventies clearly indicated that the prin¬
cipal was a major factor in the success of eduactional improvement.
Manasse (1982) suggested that the principals are the key to success
in the school. Yet, few studies provide any real clues about what effective
principals do or what it is that differentiate them from their successful
colleagues.
Doll (1969) noted that effective principals help to provide a climate
for personal and professional growth of teachers.
Rosenblum and Jastrab (1980) stressed that the successful principals
visited classrooms and gave useful feedback to both teachers and pupils.
The effective principal takes charge and want to make over in his own image.
Cauelti (1980) singled out two fundamental components of effective
20
leadership. They were: (1) 'task behaviors" which leaders use to
"structure" the work environment by setting goals, and clarifying job
descriptions, and (2) "relationship behaviors" which are used to motivate
people.
Stanley (1972) found five functions which determine the success of
elementary school principals. They were:
1. School Community Relationship
2. Staff Personal Development
3. Pupil Personal Development
4. Educational Program Development
5. Business and Building Management.
Austin (1982) found that "principals and teachers in a great school"
"plan" for an unending series of successful learning experiences for every
child.
Rutter (1979) found that good principals serve as facilitators of other
people's actions (such as teachers') either by minimizing factors that may
provide a climate for the personal and professioanl growth of teachers.
Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) found that successful principals are
able to efficiently satisfy routine organizational demands and allocate more
time and effort to activities directly related to improving organizational
performance, such as curriculum planning, teacher development and so forth.
Hall, Hard and Griffin (1980) found that effective principals seem to
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have very strong personalities. They are "dynamic, forceful and have a high
energy level". They have a "dynamic energy about them, a sense of commitment
and direction for attaining their goals". They are active, assertive, quick
to assume initiative.
Gentry and Kenny (1966), in a study of elementary school principals
in Georgia, found that teachers and administrators differed significantly
in their perception of the principals' performance on twenty-two (22) of
the forty-six (46) administrative practices. In eighteen (18) of the twenty-
two (22) administrative practices on which they differed significantly, prin¬
cipals saw their performance to more satisfactory than the teachers saw them.
Awender (1978) asked teachers, principals and superintendents to rank
order eleven items dealing with principal's actual and ideal role. They
all agreed that counseling and discipline were the most important as present¬
ly performed, followed by supervision and public relations with decision¬
making and academic programming next. The group also agreed that profession¬
al development, facilitating principal-staff communication and hiring were
three of the least important areas of the principal's role as it was per¬
formed in practice. When the role of the principal as it "ought" to be was
examined, the three groups agreed that supervision, academic programming
and decision-making ought to be given highest priority. Next in importance
were professional development, counseling and discipline, planning, public
relations and facilitating staff communication. Hiring, budget and office
management were rated lowest.
22
C. Other Leadership Variables
Schein's (1973) study indicated that women's leadership style was
generally relationship-oriented as opposed to task-oriented, or authori¬
tarian. Saddler (1920) found that fifteen (15) percent of a sample of
three hundred nineteen (319) women indicated a preference for authoritarian
to task-oriented leadership while only eight (8) percent in a sample of
one thousand, two hundred seventy (1270) men indicated they preferred an
authoritarian leader.
Support for the inclusion of age and experience in addition to sex as
varaibles can be found in a study by Null and Spence (1973). They found
that:
1. Female teachers perceived male principals as being more satisfactory
than male teachers perceived them to be.
2. Male and female teachers tended to perceive female principals in
like manner.
3. Teachers forty (40) years or older tend to rate female principals
significantly higher on leadership dimensions than those under forty
(40) did.
Halpin (1957) found that an open climate depicts: a situation in which
the members enjoy extremely high spirit. Teachers work well together without
bickering and griping (low disengagement). They are not burdened excessively
by busywork, and routine reports. Principals policies facilitate teachers'
accomplishment of tasks (low hindrance). Group memebrs enjoy friendly re¬
lations, but feel no need for extremely high degree of intimacy. Teachers
obtain considerable job satisfaction, are sufficiently motivated to overcome
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difficulties and frustration, possess the incentive to work things out and
keep the organization "moving". The teachers are proud to be associated
with their school.
Etzione (1961) stated that the styles of leadership should be differ¬
entiated according to the kind of discipline the leader must attain, and
not according to the nature of the work supervised. He listed three sources
of control:
1. Coercion (threat and punishment)
2. Economic Assets (renumeration)
3. Social and moral values (recognition, acceptance and moral
involvement)
Likert (1961, 1967) concluded that there is substantial evidence that
more effective leaders (1) tend to have relationship with their subordinates
that are supportive and enhance the latter's sense of personal worth and
importance, (2) use group rather than man-to-man methods of supervision and
decision-making, and (3) tend to get high performance goals.
4.SUMMARY
The humanistic theorists presented an interesting analysis of the con¬
flicts that exist between the two camps as they tried to improve the
management of its human resources. Both groups, the scientific management
and the humanistic theorists made meaningful contributions to the research
and the organizational literature. Although Taylor and Bernard were concerned
with the development of principles that were appropriate to the organization or
the managerial task, Argyris, Herzberg, Likert, Dublin and Strauss were
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interested in individual needs, personal growth and development of the
employees.
Leadership behavior were divided into three groups, "authoritarian",
"laissez-faire" and "democratic". Principals were found to be the key to
the success of a school. He/she provided a climate for personal and pro-
fessioanl growth of teachers. He/she is an instructional leader and involves
the faculty in the school's decision-making process. He/she has a strong
personality and has a strong commitment for attaining their goals.
Female principals were found to be more relationship-oriented as opposed
to task-oriented. Halpin (1966) found "open climate" too favorable. Guba,
Bidwell (1958) and Moser (1957) suggested their leadership styles for prin¬
cipals: Nomothetic, Idographic and Transactual. Fieldler (1967) identified
seven (7) leadership functions: (1) Awareness (2) Setting goals (3) Imple¬
menting (4) Processing (5) Evaluating (6) Concluding and (7) Feedback.
In developing a leadership plan it is useful to remember the essential
funtions of the leader. They are: (1) Set goals for the group (2) Develop
plans for achieving those goals and (3) Rally support for the goals and plans
for achieving them.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHOD AND PROCEDURE
DESIGN
This study is a Descriptive Survey of superintendents' and teachers'
perception of principals' effectiveness in the Atlanta and DeKalb County
School Systems. It is designed to analyze and determine whether signifi¬
cant differences exist among the respondents in terms of their perception
of the principals' effectiveness.
SELECTION OF POPULATION AND SAMPLE
The population included a sample of Atlanta and DeKalb County Personnel.
The sample consisted of superintendents and teachers employed during the
1983-84 school year. Participants included superintendents and teachers
from twenty-four (24) Atlanta and DeKalb County elementary schools. This
number included seven hundred twenty-three (723) teachers and thirty-one (31)
superintendents: sixteen (16) superintendents from DeKalb County and fifteen
(15) from the Atlanta School System.
THE INSTRUMENT
This study utilizes the thirty (30) items from the PRINCIPALS
EFFECTIVENESS INSTRU^€NT. Items used on this questionnaire were obtained
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responses received from interviewing elementary school teachers, elementary
school principals and superintendents. They were asked their perception of
an effective elementary school principal. Some of their responses were:
"Makes himself available and accessible for conferences"
"Checks to see that teachers assign homework"
"Recognizes and rewards achievement and positive contributions"
Supervises and evaluates the instructional program"
Two (2) major sets of dimensions or categories of behavior associated
with leadership were identified: one set of behavior related to the task
of getting the job done; and one set of behavior related to a concern for
people. These findings are consistent with Blake and Mouton who assess
managerial behavior on two dimensions also - concern for people and concern
for production.
Researchers who use LBDQ-Epl instruments assume that how the leader
behaves is less important than how the members of his group perceive his
behavior rather than his actual behavior, influence their actions. Teachers'
and superintendents' perception of a principal's behavior rather than his
actual behavior, influences their actions also. It is acknowledged that
if descriptions of leadership behavior are based solely on the perceptions
of followers and supervisors, much more needs to be known about them. Section
I of this instrument will provide such information.
The Ohio State Leadership study also listed two dimensions of leadership
behavior: Consideration and Initiating Structure. Consideration is the
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extent to which a leader is likely to have job relationship characterized by
mutual trust, two-way communication, respect for subordinates' ideas, and
consideration of their feelings. This style emphasizes the needs of the
individual.
A high consideration score indicates psychological closeness between
the leader and subordinates. A low score indicates a more psychologically
distant and impersonal stand on the part of the leader.
Initiating structure is the extent to which a leader is likely to define
and structure his or her role, and those of subordinates, toward accomplishing
the group goal. This style emphasizes directing group activities through
planning, communicating information, scheduling group members to task,
emphasizing deadlines, and giving directions. Some typical statements used
to indicate this style of leadership behavor are:
"Regularly reviews lesson plans and discusses them with the teachers."
"Supervises and evaluates the instructional program."
"Checks to see that teachers assign homework."
"Observes classroom instruction on a regular bases."
A leader who score high on initiating structure is one who is concerned
with getting the task accomplished by following directions. Initiating
structure and consideration are not a continuum but two separate dimensions
which may range from low to high in an individual. Consensus of empirical
researchers is that an individual who exhibits both dimensions (high scores
on both) is the most effective of leaders.
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Procedure for Implementation
The procedural steps employed in executing this study were as follows:
1. Permission and authorization to conduct the study were secured
from the appropriate sources.
2. The related literature and research findings pertinent to this
study were reviewed and incorporated into the report,
3. The teachers and superintendents were selected and a schedule
for administering the questionnaire was established.
4. The questionnaires were administered.
5. The data were collected, analyzed, and interpreted.
6. The summary, conclusions, implications, and recommendations derived
from the study were incorporated into the final dissertation report.
Analysis of Data
The data were collected and analyzed in the following manner:
1. Data from superintendents and teachers v;ere collected. They were
categorically placed in a table delineating the numbers, percentage
and mean.
2. Mean scores for each independent variable were calculated to demon¬
strate the relationship that may exist between the differences in
teachers' and superintendents' perception of principals' effective¬
ness.
CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS, PRESENTATION, AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
This study focused on an effort to determine whether differences existed
between teachers' and superintendents' perception of an effective elementary
school principal.
The subjects for this research consisted of twelve (12) Atlanta elementary
schools and twelve (12) DeKalb County elemenatry schools randomly selected
from the total number of elementary schools in Atlanta and DeKalb County
School Systems.
Schools in the study provided a cross section of urban educational
setting. The socio-economic index of the sample schools ranged from low
to medium high. This endex of socio-economic status (SES) was based on
the percent of "free and partial paid" lunches served by the schools during
the 1983-84 school year.
A total of four hundred seventy-nine (479) teachers participated in
the study as revealed in table 1. Seventy-nine point nine (79.9) percent
of the teachers in Atlanta and fifty two (52) percent of the teachers in





NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS RESPONSES IN ATLANTA AND DEKALB COUNTY
Total Sample Total Responses Percent
ATLANTA 359 287 79.9
DEKALB 364 192 52.7
TOTAL 723 479 66.2
An of the superintendents in Atlanta and DeKalb County were included
in this study, A total of twenty-six (26) superintendents in the Atlanta
area and sixty-eight (68) percent of the superintendents in DeKalb returned
usable questionnaires for a total of eighty-three (83) percent. This writer
felt that the number of usable questionnaires returned were quite representa¬
tive.
TABLE 2
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SUPERINTENDENTS RESPONSES IN ATLANTA
AND DEKALB COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEM
Total Sample Total Responses Percen
ATLANTA 15 15 100
DEKALB 16 6 37.5
TOTAL 31 21 67.7
This chapter of the study presents the analysis and interpretation of data
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used to accomplish the purpose of the investigation. The data will be pre¬
sented in these sections:
(1) Findings from an analysis of the preliminary data
(2) Findings from the test of the hypotheses
(3) Other findings
FINDINGS FROM AN ANALYSIS OF THE PRELIMINARY DATA
Prior to the testing of the hypothesis, it was necessary to perform
an analysis of the demographic data that may influence the subjects' per¬
ceptions of principals' effectiveness.
The age and sex of superintendents participating in this study reveal¬
ed in table 3 that all of the superintendents are forty (40) years of age
or older. Three (3) male superintendents were between forty (40) and forty
nine (49) years of age and seventeen (17) male superintendents were between
fifty (50) and fifty-nine (59) years of age and only one (1) superintendent
was sixty (60) years of age or older. Eighty-one (81) percent of the super
intendents are between the age of fifty (50) and fifty-nine (59).
TABLE 3










MALE 3 14 1 100
16% 77% 5% .
FEMALE 3 100
100%
TDTAL 3 17 1 100
14% 81% 5%
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The age and sex classification of teachers as illustrated in table 4
reveals that female teachers outnumbered male teachers in each area: thirty-
two (32) to zero in the twenty (20) to twenty-four (24) category; sixty-seven
(67) to four (4) in the thirty (30) to thirty-four (34) category; one hundred
forty-six (146) to twelve (12) in the forty (40) to forty-nine (49) category;
fifty-two (52) to six (6) in the fifty (50) to fifty-nine (59) category; and
ten (10) to zero in the sixty (60) plus category. . Male teachers had no repre¬
sentation in the sixty (60) plus group. This could imply either early retire¬
ment, job changes, or shorter life span of males.
TABLE 4

















MALE 4 4 12 6 26
15% 15% 46% 23% 100%
FEMALE 32 62 67 80 146 52 10 453
T!o 13.7% 14.7% 17.7% 32% 11% 2% 100%
TOTAL 32 .62 71 84 158 58 10 479
6.6% 12.9% 14.8% 17.5% 32% 12% 2% 100%
The years of experience and sex of superintendents were combined into five
categories from the questionnaire: 1-4, 5-9, 10-14, 15-19, and 20 or more
years as illustrated in table 5. Percentage-wise, the data in table 5 indi¬
cates that fourteen (14) male superintendents or seventy-seven (77) percent
have worked for twenty (20) years or more. Whereas one (1) of the three (3)
female superintendents or thirty-three (33) percent has worked for less
than five (5) years.
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TABLE 5









N - % Total Percent
MALE 1 1 2 14 18
5% 5% 11% 77% 100
FEMALE 1 2 3
33% 56% 100
TOTAL 2 1 2 16 21
95% 4% 9.5% 76.1% 100
Table 6 reveals that three hundred eight (308) or sixty -eight (68) percent
of the female teachers have worked for less than twenty (20) years. Whereas
forty-six (46) perecnt of the male teachers have worked for twenty (20)
years or more.
TABLE 6











N - % Total Percent
MALE 2 6 5 1 12 26
7% 23% 19% 3% 46% 100
FEMALE 71 44 102 91 145 453
15% 9% 22% 20% 32% 100
TOTAL 73 50 107 92 157 479
15.2% 10.4% 22.3% 19.2% 32% 100
The sex and formal training of superintendents as illustrated in table 7
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present an interesting picture. It is revealed that male superintendents
outnumbered female superintendents in each category. It is also noticable
that all of the female superintendents in the study have earned doctorates
whereas five of the male superintendents have earned less than doctorates.
Of the twenty-one (21) superintendents in the study, only three (3) are
females.
TABLE 7
FORMAL TRAINING OF SUPERINTENDENTS BY SEX
Sex
Graduate Work Beyond Masters
N - %
Doctorate
N - % Total Percent
MALE 5 - 27 13-72 18 100
FEMALE 3 - 100 3 100
TOTAL 5-23 16 - 76 21 100
Female teachers outnumbered male teachers in each area illustrated in
table 8, There is a noticable consistency of female teachers dominance in
each category: seventy-one (71) to two (2); ninety-five (95) to four (4);
one hundred thirty (130) to nine (9); one hundred fifty-nine (159) to
eleven (11); for a total of four hundred fifty-three (453) to twenty-six
(26).
A general analysis reveals that two hundred eighty-nine (289) of the
four hundred fifty-three (453) female teachers have earned a masters degree
for sixty-three (63) percent. Twenty (20) male teachers or seventy-six
(76) percent have earned master degrees.
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TABLE 8










Graduate Work Total Percent
Beyond Masters
N - %
MALE 2 - 7 4 - 15 9 - 34 11 - 43 26 100
FEMALE 69 - 15 95 - 20 130- 28 159 - 35 453 100
TOTAL 71 - 14 99 - 20 139 -29 170 - 35 479 100
FINDINGS FROM THE TESTING OF THE HYPOTHESIS
In order to determine whether a sifnifleant difference exist between
teachers' and superintendents' perception of principals' effectiveness, four
hypotheses were tested.
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 states that teachers will rate principals high on task
related items and low on consideration related items.
A total of four hundred seventy-nine (479) elementary school teachers
employed by the Atlanta Public School System and the DeKalb County School
System responded to the thirty (30) questions on the principals Effectiveness
Instrument. The results of the Mean, Standard Deviation, Chi-Square, and
Probability appear in table 9. The raw frequency data for each question
appear in the appendix.
Table 9 shows that there is a significant difference in teachers and
superintendents rating of hypothesis 1. Table 9 reveals that the mean score
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of 4.4631 for the "consideration" items is higher than the mean score of
4.2108 for "task" related items, which is directly opposite to Hypothesis
1. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is rejected.
TABLE 9
ANALYSIS OF TEACHERS RESPONSES TO PRINCIPALS' EFFECTIVENESS ON








TASK 478 4.2108 0.632
0.2523 14.81 4.77 0.000
CONSIDERATION 478 4.4631 0.597 (Significant
at .01 level)
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2 states that superintendents will rate principals high
on both task and consideration items.
Table 10 clearly indicates that both task and consideration items are
rated high by the superintendents with degree of freedon of 20. The mean
score of 4.5556 for the task related items and 4.6540 for the consideration
items are noticably high for both groups with a mean difference of only
0.0984. Therefore, the hypothesis is accepted.
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TABLE 10
ANALYSIS OF SUPERINTENDENTS RESPONSES TO PRINCIPALS EFFECTIVENESS ON
"CONSIDERATION" AND "TASK" RELATED ITEMS







TASK 21 4.5556 0.406
0.0984 1.96 20 0.065(NS)
CONSIDERATION 21 4.6540 0.387
Hypothesis 3
There will be a significant difference in the teachers and superintendents
rating of an effective principal as measured by the Principals Effectiveness
Instruments on "task" related items.
Table 11 shows that there is a significant difference between teachers'
and superintendents' perceptions of an effective principal as measured by
the "task" related items at the .05 level. The raw data in table 12 reveals
that superintendents rated principals higher than teachers on task related
items.
TABLE 11
T-TEST FOR TEACHERS VS SUPERINTENDENTS FOR "TASK" RELATED ITEMS









TEACHER 478 4.2108 0.632
.3448 -2.48 497 <^05
SUPT. 21 4.5556 0.406
TABLE 12
T-TEST FOR TEACHERS VS SUPERINTENDENTS PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPALS EFFECTIVENESS ON SIX TASK RELATED ITEMS
Mean t Degree of
Questions N Mean SD Diff. Value Freedom Prob.
#5 Supervises and evaluates the *(T)474 4.4641 -0.835
instructional program
*(S) 21 4.9048 -0.301
.4407 -2.41 493 <;.oi
#6 Acts as key public relation (T) 474 4.4160 -2.13
officer of school
(S) 21 4.8095 0.512
.3935 -2.13 495 <.05
#9 Observes classroom instruction (T)477 3.9623 1.006
<.01on regular bases
(S) 21 4.7143 0.561
.7520 -3.40 496
^f^0 Sets high educational perfor- (T)477 4.6059 0.683
<.01mance expectation for staff
and students (S) 21 4.8571 0.359
.2512 -1.68 496
§]] Regularly discusses and reviews (T)475 4.1179 0.929
teaching performances
(S) 21 4.6667 0.483
.5488 -269 494 < .01
#14 Emphasizes academic learning (T)474 4.1350 0.988
< .01especially as it manifests
itself on standardized achieve- (S) 21 4.5238 0.512
.3888 -1.79 493
ment tests




Table 13 reveals that there is not a significant differnece between
teachers' and superintendents' perception of principals effectiveness on
consideration related items. The mean score for teachers was 4.4631 and
superintendents mean score was 4.6540. Therefore, Hypothesis 3(b) is
rejected.
TABLE 13
T-TEST FOR TEACHERS VS SUPERINTENDENTS FOR
"CONSIDERATION" RELATED ITEMS















.1904 -1.45 497 N.S.
Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4 states that the differences in the individual teacher's
perception of principals effectiveness will be related to their sex, age
and experience.
Four sets of T-Test were performed on the demographic data in
order to determine whether significant relationship exist betv/een sex, age,
qualification and job experience.
Table 14 shows that no significant difference exist due to sex on
responses to principals effectiveness on the consideration items. There¬
fore, Hypothesis 4(a) is accepted.
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TABLE 14
ANALYSIS OF TEACHERS RESPONSES TO PRINCIPALS' EFFECTIVENESS ON










N - % Total Mean
Mean
SD Diff. X2 DF P
MALE 1 5 55 78 250 389 4.47 0.801
1.26% 1.29% 14% 20.5% 64%
.01 2.838 4
FEMALE 63 108 851 1357 4393 6772 4.46 0.832
043% 1.59% 12.57% 20.04% 64.87%
Table 15 reveals that there is a significant difference in the male and
female rating of tas'< as stated in Hypothesis 4. Therefore, Hypothesis 4 (b)
is accepted.
TABLE 15
ANALYSIS OF TEACHERS RESPONSES TO PRINCIPAL'S EFFECTIVENESS ON










Total Mean SD Diff. X^ DF P
MALE 4 24 79 95 188 360 4.14 0.737
1.18% 7.6% 23.24% 13.24% 55.29%
0.08
FEMALE 129 318 169 1471 3684 7166 4.22 0.744
1.91% 4.70% 17.73% 21.73% 54.41%
The data found in table 16 and 17 indicates that there is no significant
difference in "task" and "consideration" scores among the seven (7) age
groups. The tables revealed that there were one hundred fifty-eight (158)
teachers in the 40-49 age group; eighty-four (84) teachers in the 35-39 age
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group; seventy-one (71) teachers in the 30-34 age group; sixty-two (62)
teachers in the 25-29 age group; thirty-two (32) teachers in the 20-24
age group; and ten (10) teachers in the 60 or over age group. Therefore,
Hypothesis 4 (a) is accepted.
GROUP DATA
AGE GROUP NUMBER MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION
20-24 32 4.400 0.712
25-29 62 4.381 0.766
30-34 71 4.396 0.529
35-39 84 4.501 0.616
40-49 158 4.530 0.471
50-59 58 4.448 0.568
60 or Over 10 4.213 0.231
TOTAL 475 4.461 0.602
TABLE 16








Between Groups 6 2.336 0.389 1.075 0.3762 (NS)




AGE GROUP NUMBER MEAN STANDARD DEVIATION
20-24 32 4.169 0.682
25-29 62 4.114 0.722
30-34 71 4.118 0.548
35-39 84 4.174 0.6214
40-49 158 4.290 0.5727
50-59 58 4.230 0.6693
60 or Over 10 4.367 1.2179
Total 475 4.207 0.6370
TABLE 17








Between Groups 6 2.6131 0.4355 1.074 0.3769 (NS)
Within Groups 468 189.7324 0.4054
Total 474 192.3455
Tables 18 and 19 revealed that the group with 5-9 years of experience
was lower than all other groups. The group with 15-19 years of experience
was higher than the group with 10-14 years of experience. Ducan's Multiple
Range indicated significant difference at the .05 level. These differences
may be due to the experience of the respondent. Hypothesis 4 is accepted.
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EXPERIENCE
Level (years) Number Mean Standard Deviation
1-4 87 4.201 0.544
5-9 68 3.914 0.824
10-14 106 4.182 0.548
15-19 106 4.388 0.505
20 or more 113 4.251 0.694
Total 480 4.209 0.635
TABLE 18
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING TASK SCORES AMONG







Between Groups 4 9.609 2.402 6.227 0.0001




Level (years) Number Mean Standard Deviation
1-4 87 4.412 0.624
5-9 68 4.258 0.817
10-14 106 4.488 0.448
15-19 106 4.595 0.472
20 or more 113 4.470 0.632
Total 480 4.461 0.600
TABLE 19
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE COMPARING CONSIDERATION SCORES AMONG







Between Groups 4 5.013 1.253 3.555 0.007
Within Groups 475 167.452 0.353
Total 479 172.465
OTHER FINDINGS
All of the factors consistently identified as characteristics of strong
leadership were rated high by both teachers and superintendents as illustrated
in table 20.
Manasse (1982) and Pinero (1982) agree that high teacher expectation
for students achievement, systematic monitoring of pupil performance, high
staff and student morale, an atmosphere that is safe and orderly, and school-
45
wide agreement on goals that emphasize basic skills are directly or indirect¬
ly related to effectiveness of principals.
Table 21 indicates that teachers do not want to be supervised. Notice
items two (2) and nine (9) were listed as two of the items receiving the
lowest rating. Teachers and superintendents both felt that "assignment of
homework to students" were the least important item of the thirty (30) listed.
TABLE 20
ITEMS RECEIVING HIGHEST RATING
Items Mean SO
TEACHERS
#18 Fosters school atmosphere that is safe and
orderly.
4.6499 0.728
#1 Keeps self informed regarding new development
in curriculum and instruction.
4.6331 0.798




#5 Supervises and evaluates the instructional
program.
4.4641 0.835
#10 Sets high educational performance expectations
for staff and students.
4.6059 0.683





TEACHERS ITEMS RECEIVING LOWEST NUMBER OF RESPONSES
Items Mean SO
TEACHERS
#13 Checks to see that teachers assign homework 3.1208 1.280
#2 Regularly reviews lesson plans and discusses 3.4738 1.207
them with the teachers
#9 Observes ^classroom instruction on a regualr 3.9623 1.006
basis.
SUPERINTENDENTS
#13 Checks to see that teachers assign homework. 3.9048 0.889
#20 Enjoys good physical health. 4.1905 0.873
#2 Regularly reviews lesson plans and




This chapter has presented the findings and analysis of the data
collected in the study. Hypothesis testing was accomplished from data
collected on the PEI.
FINDINGS
1. Eighty-one (81) percent of the superintendents in this study were
between 50-59 years of age, while eighty-four (84) percent of the
teachers in the study were less than fifty (50) years of age. None
of the male teachers participating in the study were sixty (60)
years of age.
2. Seventy-six (76) percent of the superintendents and thiry-two (32)
percent of the teachers have worked for twenty (20) years or longer.
3. Seventy-six (76) percent of the superintendents in the study have
earned doctorates while most of the teachers have studied beyond the
master's degree, but none have earned the doctorate.
4. Teachers rated principals "concern for teachers" more important or
higher than principals "concern for getting the job done".
5. Superintendents indicated that an effective principal should feel
that "getting the job done" and being "concerned for teachers"
both are very important.
6. Superintendents rated principals higher on items related to getting
the job done than teachers.
7. There is not a significant difference between teachers' and super¬
intendents' opinion of the principals' concern for teachers.
8. The difference in the teacher's individual perception of the
principals' effectiveness may be related to demographic.
9. Teachers do not want to be supervised.
10. Teachers and superintendents feel that "assignment of homework to
students" was not important.
11. There is not a significant difference in the teachers' and superin¬
tendents' perception of an effective principal.
CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter will present a summary of the study. Conclusions based
on the findings of the study will be drawn. Implications will be made
from conclusions. The chapter will conclude with recommendations for
further research.
SUMMARY
The purpose of the study was to analyze the superintendents' and
teachers' perceptions of principals' effectiveness utilizing the Prin¬
cipal Effectiveness Instrument. This researcher anticipated that this
study would;
1. Examine and compare the perceptions of superintendents and
teachers of Atlanta and DeKalb County School Systems regarding
desired behavior of elemenatry school principals.
2. Provide superintendents with a guide for identifying and select¬
ing effective principals.
3. Provide data regarding desired behavior for principals.
4. Help strengthen the principals in existing schools.
This study utilizes the thirty (30) items from the Principal
Effectiveness Instrument. Items used on this questionnaire were obtained
from responses received from interviewing elementary school teachers,
elemenatry school principals, and superintendents. They were asked their




1. "Makes himself available and accessible for conferences"
2. "Checks to see that teachers assign homework."
3. "Recognizes and rewards achievement and positive contributions."
4. "Supervises and evaluates the instructional program."
Two major sets of dimensions or categories of behavior associated
with leadership were identified: one set of behavior related to the
task of getting the job done; and one set of behavior related to a con¬
cern for people. These findings are consistent with Halpin (1956) who
assessed managerial behavior on two dimensions also concern for people
and concern for production..
The Ohio State Leadership Study also listed two dimensions of
leadership behavior: consideration and initiating structure. Considera¬
tion was listed as the extent to which a leader is likely to have a job
relationship characterized by mutual trust, tv;o-way communication,
respect for subordinates' ideas, and consideration of their feelings.
This style emphasizes the needs of the individual.
A high consideration score indicates psychological closeness be¬
tween the leader and subordinates. A low score indicates a more
psychological distant and impersonal stand on the part of the leader.
Initiating structure is the extent to which a leader is likely to
define and structure his or her role, and those of subordinates, toward
accomplishing the group goal. This study emphasizes directing group
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activities through planning, communicating information, scheduling group
members to task, emphasizing deadlines, and giving directions. Some
typical statements used to indicate this style of leadership behavior
are:
1. "Regularly reviews lesson plans and discusses them with the
teachers."
2. "Supervises and evaluates the instructional program."
3. "Checks to see that teachers assign homework."
4. "Observes classroom instruction on a regualr bases."
A leader who scores high on initiating structure is one who is
concerned with getting the task accomplished by following directions.
Initiating structure and consideration are not a continuous but separate
dimension which may range from low to high in an individual. Consensus
of empirical researchers is that an individual who exhibits both dimen¬
sions (high scores on both) is the most effective of leaders.
The following procedural steps were employed in executing this
study;
1. Permission and authorization to conduct the study were secured
from the appropriate source.
2. The related literature and research findings pertinent to this
study were reviewed and incorporated into this report.
3. The teachers and superintendents were selected and a schedule
for administering the questionnaire was established.
4. The questionnaires were administered.
5. The data was collected, analyzed, and interpreted.
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6. The summary, conclusions, implications, and recommendations
derived from the study were incorporated in the final dis¬
sertation report.
Data collected from the questionnaires were analyzed statistically
through analysis of variance. In this study, the analysis of variance
was used to determine the significant of mean differences between
teachers' and superintendents' perceptions. This research drew certain
conclusions about the mean differences through these analyses.
The subjects in this study consisted of twelve (12) Atlanta
elementary schools, sixteen (16) superintendents from DeKalb County
and fifteen (15) superintendents from the Atlanta Public School System.
A total of four hundred seventy-nine (479) teachers and twenty-one
(21) superintendents participated in this study. Seventy-nine point nine
(79.9) percent of the teachers in Atalnta, fifty-two (52) percent of the
teachers in DeKalb County, all of the superintendents in Atlanta and
sixty-eight (68) percent of the superintendents from DeKalb County re¬
turned usable questionnaires for a total of sixty-six (66) percent of
teachers and sixty-seven (67) percent for superintendents.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
1. Eighty-one (81) percent of the superintendents in this study were
betv;een 50-59 years of age, while eighty-four (84) percent of the
teachers in the study were less than fifty (50) years of age. None
of the male teachers participating in the study were sixty (60) years
of age.
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2. Seventy-six (76) percent of the superintendents and thirty-two
(32) percent of the teachers have worked for twenty (20) years
or longer.
3. Seventy-six (76) percent of superintendents in this study have
earned doctorates while most of the teachers have studied beyond
the master's degree level but none have earned the doctorate.
4. Teachers rated principals "concern for teachers" more important
or higher than principal "concern for getting the job done."
5. Superintendents indicated that principals should feel that "getting
the job done" and being "concerned for teachers" are both very
important.
6. There was not a significant difference between the teachers' and
superintendents' opinion of the principals' "concern for
teachers."
7. The difference in the teachers individual perception of the prin¬
cipals effectiveness may be related to demographic.
8. Teachers rated "teachers supervision" as least important of the
items listed.
9. Teachers and superintendents rated "assignment of homev;ork" as
least important of all the items listed.10.There was not a significant difference in the teachers' and super¬
intendents' perceptions of an effective principal.
CONCLUSIONS
An attempt was made in chapter IV to summarize specific data and
information bearing on teachers' and superintendents' perceptions of
principals' effectiveness. The analysis, interpretation, and summary
of the data presented in Chapter IV and related literature justify the
conclusions that follows:
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1. Teachers in this study are younger than the superintendents.
2. Superintendents in this study have worked longer than the teachers
and have earned higher degrees.
3. Teachers feel that principals emphasize a deep concern for the
group members and rated them higher on "concern for teachers
items" than "concern for getting the task accomplished items."
4. Superintendents feel that an effective principal realizes the
importance of the group members and getting the task accomplish¬
ed; therefore, rated them both high.
5. There is a significant difference between teachers' and super¬
intendents' opinion of the importance of the concern for group
members.
6. Teachers and superintendents both feel that "assignment of home¬
work to students" is one of the least important items.
7. There is not a significant difference in the teachers' and
superintendents' perceptions of an effective principal.
IMPLICATIONS
The following implications stem from the study:
1. If age, sex, formal training and teaching experience do not
significantly influence teachers' perceptions of principals'
effectiveness, are there other personal factors needing con¬
sideration?
2. Would teachers' perceptions on other instruments be more re¬
vealing?
3. Would middle and secondary school principals fare as well as
elementary school principals when rated by their teachers?
4. Would similar results be found if the same instrument were
used in other districts?
5. Does region make a differnece in how teachers and superintendents
perceive principals' behavior?
6. Teachers neglect expectation of "students' homework" may be due
to teachers desire for homework with meaningful purpose.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The analysis and interpretation of the data appear to warrant these
recommendations:
1. That superintendents be encouraged to utilized this instrument
to objectively evaluate the building principal's effectiveness.
2. That principals be encouraged to utilized the results of this
study and the instrument to learn more about their teachers'
perceptions of an effective principal.
3. That administrators be encouraged to use the results of this
study to enhance their understanding of principals' behavior.
4. That superintendents and board members be encouraged to use
this study and instrument to take a closer look at the criteria
for selecting, training and evaluating principals.
5. That principals be encouraged to use the data for assessing his/




AN ANALYSIS OF SUPERINTENDENTS’ AND TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS
OF PRINCIPALS’ LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS
QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire is divided into two (2) sections;
I. Personal Data
II. Principals’ Effectiveness Questionnaire
The items listed in each category are designed to provide information
in regards to how teachers and superintendents perceive principals’ behavior.
The total design of these instruments is such that less than ten (10)
minutes are required to complete them. You are asked to answer all questions
and to anonymously return questionnaire via school mail or U. S. mail in
the self addressed envelope provided.
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DIRECTIONS: Please indicate the importance of these items in evaluating
the effectiveness of an elementary school principal by
circling the appropriate number.
1. = Not important
2. = Less important
3. = Important
4. = Moderately important
5. = Very important1.Keeps self informed regarding new developments in curriculum
and instruction. 2 3 4 52.Regularly reviews lesson plans and discusses them with the
teachers. 2 3 4 5
3. Shares decision making with staff on key policy and
program issues.
4. Makes self available to staff for discussion of personal
and professional problems.
5. Supervises and evaluates the instructional program.
6. Acts as key public relation officer of school.
7. Enriches school program by capitalizing on community
resources.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
8. Involves parents and community in the work of the school.
9. Observes classroom instruction on a regular basis.
10. Sets high educational performance expectations for staff
and students.
11. Regularly discusses and reviews teaching performance.
12. Communicates openly and encourages others to do the same.
13. Checks to see that teachers assign homework.
14. Emphasizes academic learning especially as it manifests
itself on standardized achievement tests.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 515.Makes himself available and accessible for conferences. 2 3 4 5
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16. Demonstrates respect for the opinions of others.
17. Has well defined, written calendar of events for school
year.
18. Fosters school atmosphere that is safe and orderly,
19. Maintains a clean and properly functioning physical plant.
20. Enjoys good physical health,
21. Involves staff in problem solving.
22. Promotes the use of teaching methods to accomodate
varying learning styles of students.
23. Makes sure that materials and supplies are available
24. Welcomes suggestions and recommendations for improving
school objectives.
25. Recognizes and rewards achievement and positive
contributions.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
26. Possesses a well-adjusted and stable personality.
27. Involves students, parents, and teachers in improving
the instructional program.
28. Serves as a wholesome mediator for resolving inter¬
personal conflicts involving staff, students, and/or
parents when necessary.
29. Sees that specific goals are set for each school year.
30. Creates a climate that promotes high staff and students
morale.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
APPENDIX B
ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
DIVISION OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
210 PRYOR STREET, S. W.
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303
March 24, 1984
Mr. E. C. Norman
Williams Elementary School
Dear Mr. Norman;
Your research study has been approved by the Atlanta F*ublic Schools' Research
Screening Committee. If the subjects agree to participate, you may proceed to collect
your data at the following schools; Cascade, Gideons, Venetian, Blair Village, Continential
Colony, Howell, McGill, Toomer, Boyd, English Avenue, and Williams.












I am asking your assistance in completing a study which 1 am
currently undertaking. This study concerns the perception of an
effective elementary school principal by teachers and superintendents.
This instrument will take less than ten (10) minutes to complete.
The results of this study will be made available to you upon its
comp let ion.
Participation is on a voluntary basis and will be greatly appreciated.
Please return completed instruments to A. D. Williams Elementary
School c/o Edward C. Norman.
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I am asking your assistance in completing a study which I am
currently undertaking. This study concerns the perception of an
effective elementary school principal by teachers and superintendents.
This instrument will take less than ten (10) minutes to complete.
The results of this study will be made available to you upon its
completion.
Participation is on a voluntary basis and will be greatly appreciated.
Please return completed instruments to A. D. Williams Elementary




T-TEST FOR TEACHERS' VS SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTION OF PRINCIPALS
EFFECTIVENESS ON CONSIDERATION ITEMS
Mean t- Degree of
ITEM Variable N Mean SD Diff. Value Freedom P.
Teacher 477 4.4004 0.877
3
Supt. 21 4.6667 0.577
.066 -1.38 496 .05
Teacher 476 4.3761 0.910
4
Supt. 21 4.7619 0.539
.38 -1.93 495 .01
Teacher 476 4.3046 0.914
12 .
Supt. 21 4.667 0.658
.36 -1.79 495 NS
Teacher 476 4.4811 0.788
15
Supt. 21 4.6190 0.590
.13 -0.79 495 NS
Teacher 477 4.5430 0.792
16
Supt. 21 4.6667 0.483
.123 -0.71 496 NS
Teacher 477 4.6499 0.728
18
Supt. 21 4.8571 0.359
.20 -1.30 496 NS
Teacher 477 4.4549 0.838
19
Supt. 21 4.6667 0.577
.21 -1.15 496 NS
Teacher 472 4.2542 0.878
20
Supt. 21 4.1905 0.873
.063 -0.33 491 NS
Teacher 476 4.1996 0.913
21
Supt. 21 4.5230 0.750
.32 -1.60 495 NS
Teacher 476 4.6282 0.753
23
Supt. 21 4.5714 0.676
0.56 0.34 495 NS
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Teacher 475 4.5200 0.755
24
Supt. 21 4.5714 0.676
0.51 -0.30 494 NS
Teacher 473 4.3120 0.868
25
Supt. 21 4.6667 0.577
.35 -1.85 492 .05
Teacher 473 4.5983 0.778
26
Supt. 21 4.7143 0.561
.116 -0.68 492 NS
Teacher 475 4.6042 0.754
28
Supt. 21 4.8095 0.402
.305 -1.24 494 NS
Teacher 475 4.6547 0.765
30
Supt. 21 4.8571 0.478
.202 -1.20 494 NS
APPENDIX F
T-TEST FOR TEACHERS' VS SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS'
EFFECTIVENESS ON TASK RELATED ITEMS
Mean Degree of
ITEM Variable N Mean SD Diff. Value Freedom P.
Teacher 477 4.6331 0.798
1
Supt. 21 4.8095 0.512
.17 -1.00 496 NS
Teacher 477 3.4738 1.207
2
Supt, 21 4.2381 0.944
.76 -2.86 496 NS
Teacher 474 4.4641 0.835
5
Supt. 21 4.9048 0.301
.44 -2.41 493 NS
Teacher 476 4.4160 0.838
6
Supt. 21 4.8095 9.512
.39 -2.13 495 .05
Teacher 476 4.2143 0.918
7
Supt. 21 4.4286 0.811
.21 -1.05 495 NS
Teacher 478 4.3494 0.932
8
Supt. 21 4.5714 0.676
.22 -1.08 497 NS
Teacher 477 3.3494 1.006
9
Supt. 21 4.7143 0.561
.75 -3.40 496 .01
Teacher 477 4.6059 0.683
TO
Supt. 21 4.8571 0.359
.25 -1.68 496 .01
Teacher 475 4.1179 0.929
11
Supt. 21 4.6657 0.483
.54 -2.69 494 .01
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Teacher 472 3.1208 1.280
13
Supt. 21 3.9048 0.889
00 -2.78 491 NS
Teacher 474 4.1350 0.988
14
Supt. 21 4.5238 0.512
.38 -1.79 493 .01
Teacher 474 4.3270 0.880
22
Supt. 21 4.3810 0.740
.054 -0.28 493 NS
Teacher 476 4.4118 0.833
27
Supt. 21 4.6190 0.590
.20 -1.13 495 NS
Teacher 476 4.6303 0.712
29
Supt. 21 4.6667 0.658
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